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lower-ranking positions, but also within a limited number of places-largely, within the arts, humanities, and language departments, and the professional schools, aligned with education, public health, and welfare areas (Astin and Bayer, 1973; Fox, 1978; Murlock, 1973; Patterson, 1973) .
This article addresses not simply the existence, or documentation, of academic sex segregation, but rather its major concomitant : salary levels. We report a study of aggregate, university unit~ salary levels as they are influenced by unit sex composition, and modified by unit achievement, or attainment, levels. We regard these unit sectors as occupational subclassifications and locations for academic employees.
The achievement standard and performance norm prevail throughout American society (Williams, 1960; Parsons and White, 1961; Lipset, 1963; Rytina et al., 1970) . But, in academia, these values predominate (Merton, 1949; Caplow and McGee, 1958; Barber, 1952; Cole and Cole, 1973) . Academia is America's home of the &dquo;scientific ethos,&dquo; which, in turn, expresses the culture's achievement ideology in its purest form (Barber, 1952; Cole and Cole, 1973) . Consequently, in academia, if anywhere, we expect to find a close approximation of the universalistic ideal; a disinterest in distinctions not founded in ability and achievement ; and a commitment to performance, as a standard of evaluation and reward.
Thus, in this income study, we regard attainment levels as &dquo;legitimate&dquo; determinants of academic reward; and sex composition as an ascriptive, and hence &dquo;illegitimate,&dquo; reward determinant.
We then aim to determine whether a salary advantage or disadvantage of unit sex composition (an ascriptive characteristic of the group doing the work) may be attributed to higher or lower unit achievement (i.e., nonascriptive attainment) characteristics. In other words, we determine not only whether a sex composition and salary relationship exists, but also whether this effect is exonerated by a &dquo;legitimate&dquo; rationale.
Other microeconomic (single-institution) studies of academics have documented salary variation by sex (Ferber and Loeb, 1971; Reagan and Maynard, 1974; Ferber et al., 1978) , but none of these studies is aggregate, either in data unit or issue. Our study, on the other hand, represents an analysis, micro in its organizational and occupational context, and aggregate in its data unit and sex-salary focus. This combination of features permits us to pose and investigate certain sex-salary issues, previously overlooked for academic employees.
The single-institution feature limits generalizability of findings to smaller, more minor institutions. However, in another way, the restriction is advantageous. The single-institution data, by definition, holds constant institutional affiliation, which is a major factor differentiating the research productivity levels of academics generally (Long, 1978) , and male and female academics, more particularly (Bernard, 1964; Astin, 1969; Tsuchigane and Dodge, 1974 (Hodge and Hodge, 1965) . There is some argument about whether the process is best called &dquo;competitive,&dquo; since &dquo;segregation&dquo; may restrict minority group admission into high-paying professions, and thus force their entry into already lower-paying occupations. Hence, &dquo;segregation,&dquo; rather than &dquo;competition,&dquo; may be the causal process accounting for the observed relationship between (higher) minority group composition, and (lower) majority group income (Snyder and Hudis, 1976; Taeuber et al., 1966; Weiskoff, 1972; Zellner, 1972 (Coser and Rohoff, 1971; Collins, 1971; Weiskoff, 1972 (Fuchs, 1971; Kohen and Roderick, 1972; Stevenson, 1975) .
The relationship between female salary and segregation has been attributed to a &dquo;crowding&dquo; process, first suggested by early twentieth-century British economists (Fawcett, 1918; Edgeworth, 1922) , and recently revived and expanded by Bergmann and other American economists (Stevenson, 1975 (Stevenson, 1975 (Stevenson, , 1978 (Becker, 1971; Kohen et al., 1975; Madden, 1973 (Table 3) . Hence, the association between proportion unit female and unit female salary is positive, rather than the hypothesized negative. But sex composition is not the significant determinant of the female salary levels between academic units.
Achievements are the more important determinants. Academic units with higher proportions of female employees with doctorates, and with six or more years' seniority, have higher female salary levels. The attainments of male employees, on the other hand, do not affect female aggregate salary. The same-sex attainments are the more important determinants of female, as they are of male, salary; but the income-determining significance and income value returns are not nearly so strong for women as they are for men.
SEX COMPOSITION AND THE RATIO OF UNIT FEMALE: MALE SALARY
The gross relationship between female unit sex composition and the ratio of unit female: male salary is positive and highly (Table 5) .
First, unit attainments greatly strengthen the income model, increasing the explained income variation from 26% to 40%. Second, the attainment characteristics are the dominant income determinants. They reduce the strong baseline relationship between proportion unit female and female: male salary to an insignificant level.
Third, the statistical relations for these characteristics indicate confidence in their income-determining effects. The t-statistic levels for both educational and seniority attainments (-1.402; -2.221) are higher than the level for proportion female (1.039).
Attainment levels, in this second-stage model, are negatively related to female: male salary. Hence, units with high education and seniority profiles have less equivalent female and male salaries. These unit attainments are not sex-separated. The thirdstage model, however, uncovers the sex-related effect of achievements.
The notable feature of this third model is the opposite way in which male and female achievement levels are related to female: male salary. Male attainments are negatively associated with (Table 6 ). These data suggest that units with more equivalent female and male salary levels are locations with higher female, and lower male, achievement profiles.
In summary, the gross (first-stage) relationship between proportion unit female and the female: male salary ratio is strongly positive, and thus in the direction opposite to that predicted by the compensation hypothesis. But, with the addition of unit attainments, the sex composition effect is rendered insignificant, and achievements emerge as the important determinants of female: male salary: Units with higher attainment profiles have less equivalent female and male salary levels.
The achievement reward structure is further revealed when education and seniority profiles are sex-separated in the thirdstage model: Units with more equivalent female and male salaries have lower male attainments, but the female attainments in these salary equivalent units tend to be high. Thus, units with more equivalent female and male salaries tend to be locations with relatively low-attaining men and high-attaining women. (Kanter, 1977) (1) general administration; (2) organzed research; (3) student services (including counseling, housing, job placement, and student organizations); (4) other instructional activity (including the extension service, center for continuing education for women, and continuing legal education); (5) hospital; (6) libraries; (7) state and public relations (including the alumni office, and publishing).
4. The data set does not include a tenure variable, nor does it contain a research productivity measure. A productivity measure would certainly strengthen our test, but its absence is not as restrictive in the single, as in a multiple, institution analysis of sex-related income levels. As we said earlier, institutional affiliation is a major factor differentiating the research productivity levels of academics generally, and of male and female academics more particularly. Consequently, the single-institution data hold constant at some threshold unit levels of male versus female productivity. We do not argue that interunit productivity is homogeneous. Obviously, it is not. Rather, we say that male versus female productivity is much less variable within, compared to between, institutions. However, male and female educational attainment, which is in our model, is no less disparate within this university than between academic institutions at large.
5. The size of the units varies from 2 academic employees (hospital) to 1371 employees (medical school). Observations were weighted by size so that the effect of each unit was proportional to the number of employees in the unit. In general, these coefficients were not significantly different from those of the unweighted regressions. The unweighted regressions are then the bases of the salary analyses.
6. The coefficient levels of the independent variables may be regarded as the income value placed upon a unit's ascriptive (sex) composition and/or a unit's achievement (education or senionty) level. These values of the independent vanables are proportions (i.e., values between 0 and 1). Thus, a coefficient of 300 for doctoral/ professional degree represents a $300 income value for a 100% unit doctoral attainment; a $150 value for 50% unit doctoral attainment; and a $75 value for 25% unit doctoral attainment.
